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The argument is presented that I1Itl1Ulgerial writing is performed within a unique context; 
consequently, it is important to review the extant research within that context to 
understand managerial writing. The literature is reviewed within the framework of 
writing context, process, and outcome. The paucity of research and the heavy emphasis 
on survey methodology expose the need for extensive research on managerial writing. 
Six general research questions are presented to guide future research efforts. 
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M anagement scholars are quick to recognize the importance of communication in the manager's role. Barnard is fre-quently quoted as he defined "the function of the executive" 
as "first, to provide the system of communication ... " (7). More 
recently, Drucker posited communication as one of the five basic 
management operations, stating that communication in management 
has become a central concern to students and practitioners in all 
institutions. A good indication of the importance given to communi-
cation by management scholars is that every management textbook 
has a chapter dedicated to the topic. In addition, over 90% of organi-
zations with 50 or more employees provide communication training 
(Lee). 
Most attention in the management literature, however, is either 
given to oral communication or to communication in general, without 
distinguishing between oral and written communication. For exam-
ple, in the past decade not one article in the Academy of Management 
Journal was committed to written managerial communication, where-
as several addressed some aspect of oral communication; others ad-
dressed communication but did not differentiate between written and 
oral communication (Schweiger and DeNise; Marcus and Goodman). 
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Written communication takes place in a different context than oral 
communication (Daft, Lengel, and Trevino), requires different pro-
cessing (Liggett), and has different outcomes (Feldman and March). 
Written communication, however, would seem to be quite important 
to the management process. Bazerman and Paradis contend that 
writing structures our relations with others; such structuring is an 
essential managerial process. But what do we know about managers 
as written communicators within organizations? 
We address this question here because writing is a process by which 
it would seem that managers create and maintain significant relation-
ships in the larger social system of an organization. Furthermore, 
managers' writing contributes to the organization's memory and 
reflects both changes in managerial style and technology (Locker, 
/I 'Per Your Request' "; J. Yates). But no analysis of the extant litera-
ture on managerial written communication exists. 
In this article, we first review the importance of rhetoric's social 
context to support the notion that written managerial communication 
deserves special attention. Second, an argument is presented that 
managers operate within a unique context; consequently, s~ ~uch of 
what is known about writing in general or professional wntmg may 
not apply in the managerial context. Third, a method for organizn:g 
the empirical literature is presented. Finally, a summary of the empIr-
ical articles and research questions is presented. 
THE IMPORTANCE OF ANALYZING 
WRITING WITHIN THE CONTEXT 
Beginning with Bruffee's work in the early 1970s, a number of 
scholars and researchers in composition acknowledged the funda-
mental social nature of writing (Forman, "Collaborative" and "Busi-
ness Communication"). Nystrandstates that the 1980s was the decade 
that discovered the important role of social context in the composing 
process. Doheny-Farina summarizes the emphasis o~ the s~ial inte~­
active model of writing when he states that rhetoncal d~cour~e. IS 
situated in time and place and as such is influenced by partlculanhes 
of that time and place, such as exigency, audience, purpose, and ethos. 
He goes on to say that the recent resea~ has uncove:e.d some 
valuable information about the relationshIp between wrItmg and 
organizational contexts. In particular, such research has begun to 
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discover (a) how social and organizational contexts influence writing 
and (b) how writing influences organizations. 
Stratman and Duffy have such strong beliefs about the influence of 
context that they state it is the most powerful variable affecting what 
writers in organizations do and how these writers perceive, interpret, 
and value their own activity. They go on to say that context potentially 
affects everything-the writer's underlying attitude toward the ap-
parent organizational functions served by writing, the actuallocu-
tions used in finished texts, and the decisions about what activities 
are (or are not) seen as part of the writing process. As a result of this 
belief in the dominant influence of context, Stratman and Duffy 
developed a model to enable us to have a structured way to think 
about context. 
As they developed their model for understanding context, Stratman 
and Duffy concluded that the way writers collaborate (or fail to col-
laborate) on the job helps define their management, organizational, 
and industrial environments. Their behavior as writers, as well as the 
texts they produce, reshapes these environments. Doheny-Farina agrees 
when he states that environments influence writing and writing in-
fluences environments. In addition, both Matalene and Locker ("What 
Makes") address the importance of discourse communities. Most 
recently, Couture argued that rhetorical categories can and should be 
developed by scholars to identify how values held within different 
professions constrain the ways discourse is interpreted in organiza-
tional settings. 
Because of this social interactive perspective of rhetoric and the 
unique context within which the organizational manager receives and 
enacts roles, it is essential to stud y the writing of managers as a unique 
population to better understand the management and writing pro-
cess. The literature cited here is generally theoretical, conceptual, or 
does not address managers. Little direct research verifies the social 
interactive perspective of managerial writing. In addition, few gener-
alizations can be made from the metanalysis that follows in this 
article. That is why the first research question presented later asks how 
the managerial writing process is unique. 
THE CONTEXT OF THE MANAGER 
Context, the Latin root of contextualism, means to join together. To 
understand managers as writers, it is necessary to bring the concepts 
I 
" 
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of communication together with the unique roles of managers in 
organizations. We define the manager as one whose functions include 
planning the objectives of the organization, leading subordinates to 
meet these objectives, organizing the functions of the organization, 
and controlling activities to assure they are proceeding in the correct 
direction. Manager is a more specific subclassification than professional 
because professionals mayor may not be responsible for all four 
functions of planning, leading, organizing, and controlling. 
What about the technical specialist or scientist who becomes a 
project manager? Is this person primarily a scientist or a manager? It 
is our perspective that this person is primarily a manager. This view-
point is largely a result of the management development literature 
that states managerial skills must supersede and transcend the tech-
nical skills for the person to be effective (Wexley and Baldwin). 
To better understand these roles of management, Mintzberg ob-
served a group of managers and categOrized their activities according 
to 10 working roles. Since Mintzberg's original study, other research-
ers have analyzed the roles of managers. Research by Kurke and 
Aldrich basically supports Mintzberg's classification, whereas Snyder 
and Glueck as well as Snyder and Wheelen operationalized the roles 
slightly differently. But regardless of the precise terms or operational 
definitions, it is generally agreed that managers have a set of roles that 
are unique from those of other professionals. 
The manner in which these unique roles are enacted, however, is 
contingent on the hierarchy. Katz's contention that the mix ofrequired 
roles varies at different levels of the organizational hierarchy is now 
well accepted. 
In addition to communicating differently at various levels of the 
organization, communication also differs between the levels of hier-
archy (Smeltzer and Fann). This communication must be considered 
within the context of authority. Since antiquity, most leaders and 
followers have assumed that orders must be obeyed. One of the early 
writers on management, Henry Fayol, asserted that authority is the 
right to give orders and exact obedience. He was simply stating the 
generally accepted reality of organizational life. Weber explicated 
three types of authority: traditional, charismatic, and legal. It can be 
suggested that each of these types of authority creates a context within 
which the communication of management must be analyzed. The 
communication that is created from this authority is probal)~y quite 
unique within the management context and cannot be duplicated in 
other contexts. For instance, research indicates that both upward and 
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downward communication is filtered through employees at different 
levels of an organization (Redding). This filtering is probably largely 
a result of the authority relationships. 
In addition to hierarchy, it is well documented that power and 
political contingencies are an integral component of the manager's 
role. March argues that business organizations are properly viewed 
as political systems. Accordingly, in one study, politics was perceived 
as a common practice in organizations by 93% of the managers 
surveyed (Porter, Allen, and Angle). Studies have now been con-
ducted to describe political games executives play at work (Murray 
and Gandz), and such books as The Politics of Management (D. Yates), 
Power and Politics in Organizations (Bacharach and Lawler), and Exec-
utive Power (Suresh) attempt to advance our understanding of power 
and politics within the manager's role. 
The fragmented nature of the manager's job also creates a unique 
context. Because the manager's day is full of interruptions and dis-
tractions (Mintzberg), managers generally cannot isolate themselves 
for uninterrupted writing sessions. These distractions may affect the 
manager's writing process and outcome. 
Legal factors may be still another contextual factor. Managers may 
be considered legal agents of the organizations in certain types of 
writing; consequently, they must consider such problems as slander, 
defamation, and libel. Also, privacy rights may be a concern. 
Several thetoric scholars have indirectly addressed the contextual 
difference in the manager's position. Locker (If 'Per Your Request' ") 
argues that there are cultural imperatives in organizations that en-
courage jargon among business writers. Suchan and Colucci contend 
that a certain bureaucratic style is necessary for organizational ad-
vancement even though it may be less efficient. These writings imply 
that a certain style of writing is necessary to be successful within the 
management context. 
Couture more directly addresses the uniqueness of the manage-
ment context. She developed an elaborate argument for categorizing 
writing as it reflects rhetorical constraints associated with three 
professioIlS--€ngineering, administration, and technical/professional 
writing. She states that administrative writing chiefly reflects the 
pragmatic functions of business organizations. Again, she does not 
directly address managerial writing, but she provides extensive sup-
port to verify the uniqueness of an administrative or bureaucratic 
style. Couture also makes a strong point for analyzing the writing 
differences among these professionals. 
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In summary, researchers in composition have recognized the social 
nature of writing. Concurrently, it is recognized that managers func-
tion within a unique context. Accordingly, research should be con-
ducted within this context. Specifically, the purpose of this study is to 
determine what empirical research exists about managers as writers 
and what additional research it suggests. 
PROCEDURES 
A metanalysis of the literature was conducted and classified as 
context, process, and outcome research. 
Metanalysis 
This study used the criteria for qualitative metanalysis encouraged 
by E. M. Rogers and the procedures recommended by Glass, McGraw, 
and Smith. Rogers's first recommendation is to determine the criteria 
for inclusion in the metanalysis and search the literature for all possi-
ble primary sources. He then recommends that the literature be or-
ganized into a meaningful classification system. 
The contextual nature of management was considered to be of 
utmost importance; consequently, only field studies conducted within 
the managerial context were included. This excluded all laboratory 
designs. We considered classroom studies the same as a lab because 
the classroom can be controlled and possesses artificiality much as a 
laboratory (Cardy). 
Exclusion of laboratory studies was a major decision. For many 
decades, laboratory research has been the cornerstone of progress in 
the social and behavioral sciences. Its main value is in testing models 
or theories and establishing causal relationships. The laboratory pro-
vides a convenient and inexpensive setting for testing hypotheses. 
External validity, however, as a result of the artificiality of laboratory 
findings, will always be a concern (Steinfatt). Mook's contention that 
external validity may often be an irrelevant consideration in social or 
behavioral research may be correct, but laboratory studies or studies 
out of context lack what Thomas and Tymon describe as "descriptive 
relevance" (350): the accuracy of research findings in capturing phe-
nomena encountered by practitioners in their organizational settings. 
In addition, studies were included if managers were specifically 
identified as subjects. Prior contends that research on writing seems 
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to exist in a polarized landscape with humanities at one end of a 
continuum and science at the other. Thus research has tended to focus 
heavily on scientific and technical communities as prototypes. The 
many articles in the literature on the technical writing of research and 
development scientists or engineers substantiates Prior's contention. 
Also, many rhetoric studies do not elaborate on the demographics of 
their subjects, as they are frequently only identified as professional 
and technical employees. As Prior states, even contextualized studies 
often end up focusing more on texts than contexts. 
Studies were also included if the population was clearly described 
as employees having administrative responsibilities such as planning, 
leading, organizing, and controlling, even if the subjects were not 
specifically identified as managers. 
The inclusion of only studies in which managers were subjects may 
be considered a sampling decision. This conservative decision was 
made because of the importance of sampling procedures as argued by 
Aldag and Stearns. They contend that much research is conducted 
that ignores issues in sampling so that we have limited generalizabil-
ity of findings. For instance, they cite the study of Drabek et a1., who 
examined 703 articles and concluded that only 13% were based on 
rigorous sampling criteria. Aldag and Stearns believe that this prob-
lem of sampling error is quite understandable because the collection 
of data can be profoundly affected by accessibility, cost, time, and 
interests of third parties in the outcomes. But even though it is difficult 
to collect data when managers are the subjects, our decision was to 
establish conservative sampling criteria for the inclusion of studies in 
an effort to achieve valid, empirical generalizations. 
Search Procedures 
The first step was to query professors from different disciplines 
about potential sources of studies that would meet the criteria for 
inclusion. Two professors from an English department, two from 
technical writing in a college of engineering, and two from a college 
of business listed what they considered to be the major sources and 
references in this field. Surprisingly, these people listed many of the 
same references even though they were housed in dissimilar colleges. 
Each professor listed the work of Odell and Goswami and that of 
Doheny-Farina. 
The second step was to conduct a computer search in a major 
library using several sets of key words. The third step was to review 
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all of the references in the related articles. A diligent effort was made 
to assure that no article was excluded that met the criteria. 
No limitations were placed on the years in which the research was 
published or on the types of sources such as journals or research 
reports. Also, the existing bibliography was sent to several professors 
conducting research on writing in nonacademic settings to assure no 
research was missing. In several instances, suggested research did not 
meet our criteria, but no missing references were noted. 
Classification System 
Various classification systems were initially attempted, but agree-
ment among those deciding could not be obtained. We were able to 
find agreement among ourselves and two independent judges on the 
classification of articles using the categories context, process, and 
outcome. Also, an advantage of this classification is that it is a general-
systems approach that fits many behavioral events, so it is familiar to 
most readers. Each of the classifications as defined and used for this 
research is described here. 
Context 
The conditions under which the writing takes place are referred to 
as context. Harrison contends that the rhetorical context is composed 
of three elements-audiences, exigencies, and constraints-that to-
gether create an event calling for rhetorical response that fits the 
demands of the situation. The focus, or situation, of this study is the 
management context. Within the context of management, organiza-
tional, group, and individual contextual factors should be considered. 
For instance, organizational variables such as size, mission (public 
compared to private), and nature of its public could be considered. 
Also, the manager's level within the organization could fit into this 
category:. The importance of these organizational variables on behav-
ior has been well documented (Daft). 
Many professors believe the group level requires attention in that 
a large number of teachers use collaborative writing assignments in 
an attempt to prepare students for managerial positions (Beard, 
Rymer, and Williams). Accordingly, Forman ("Collaborative") has 
stated that much more research should be done on group writing. At 
the individual level, individual differences such as managerial expe-
rience, age, and gender could all be considered. Again, sufficient 
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evidence is available indicating these variables affect organizational 
behavior (Middlemist and Hilt). 
Process 
Any research that clarifies how the managerial writing process 
differs because of its specialized audiences, exigencies, and con-
straints fits into this category. Previous research in writing has sug-
gested a set of stages for describing the acts involved in the activity of 
writing: Terms most commonly used are planning, drafting, revising, 
and editing (purves and Purves). However, it may be difficult to 
isolate these stages, as they are not linear. 
Process may also be influenced by context. For instance, at the 
individual level, process may be a function of age, educational level, 
or experience. In other words, the variables listed earlier within the 
context may directly affect the process. 
Outcome 
The most obvious outcome variables would be writing effective-
ness and efficiency. Also, research should determine how managerial 
writing relates to, or affects, organizational effectiveness. Or, within 
the social interactive perspective, how does organizational effective-
ness affect managerial writing? Short-term and long-term effects of 
writing on the organization, and the reciprocal, the organization on 
writing, could also be considered. 
The research literature on manager's writing is reviewed in the 
following sections. Some of the problems we had with this metanaly-
sis are evidenced by this review. For example, due to the paucity of 
research in the various categories, quantitative data that would meet 
the criteria for a quantitative metanalysis was not present (Glass, 
McGraw, and Smith). Consequently, some of the subcategories within 
the classifications could not be well developed. For instance, it would 
be ideal to review the literature on writing context in terms of audi-
ences, exigencies, and constraints at the organizational, group, and 
individual levels. However, this was not possible due to insufficient 
information within the various cells. As a result, comparison tech-
niques available in quantitative metanalysis were not possible with 
this body of literature. 
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RESEARCH ON THE 
MANAGERIAL WRITING CONTEXT 
The extant literature on context is subdivided into three categories: 
(a) relative importance of written communication, (b) time spent 
writing, and (c) differences between organizational levels. 
Relative Importance of 
Written Communication 
Oral communication is generally considered more important than 
written communication. In a survey involving presidents of 51 of the 
100 largest corporations in the United States, Lull, Funk, and Piersol 
asked whether oral communication was more important or less im-
portant than written communication. Oral co~unication w,:: co:,-
sidered at least as important by 98% of the preSidents, and 40 Yo saId 
it was more important than written communication. 
The importance of writing skills in relation to other skills may also 
indicate the relative importance given to the functions. Swenson 
gathered information about the importance of 18 specific writing and 
speaking skills. At the top of a ranked list are two oral communication 
skills: face-ta-face communication within the firm and small-group 
communication within the firm. Next on the list is the ability to write 
each of the following forms of communication: memos, short reports, 
letters, final reports, proposals, and progress reports. These writing 
skills received higher ratings than any of the remaining oral commu-
nication skills. Although oral skills generally were considered most 
important, some writing skills were considered more important than 
certain oral skills. 
Ttme Spent Writing 
Extensive research has attempted to answer how much time man-
agers spend writing. Managers spend approximately 15%-20% of 
their time writing (Rader and Wunsch; Volard and Davis), whereas 
individuals in professional and technical occupations spend almost 
30% of their time writing. Also, Rader and Wunsch found no signifi-
cant difference in the time spent communicating among three differ-
ent levels of managers (top management, middle management, and 
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first-line supervisors). Research has yet to define the precise configu-
ration of the factors that affect the total amount of time spent writing. 
Northey analyzed the writing of accounting finn managers and 
partners by concluding that despite their reputation as number 
crunchers, and despite the availability of sophisticated telephone and 
computer systems, public accountants (including their managers) 
continue to do a considerable amount of writing. She found that 80% 
of partners write at least one memo a day. In the course of a week, 
nearly all (93%) write a letter to a client, and two-thirds (67%) write a 
report or notes to a financial statement. 
Differences Between 
Organizational Levels 
No research using inferential statistics has compared the writing of 
managers at different organizational levels. Some evidence exists, 
however, that managers at higher levels attribute more importance to 
writing than do managers at lower levels. Flatley asked 89 managers 
who work at three levels in various private companies to indicate how 
important they consider written communication. Writing was consid-
ered "extremely" important by 63% of the upper-level managers, 
whereas only 39% of the middle-level managers and 44% of the lower-
level managers said it was important. 
Based on this literature, it may be said that oral communication is 
perceived as more important than written communication; however, 
managers write frequently and perceive it as important. But only 
severely limited conclusions can be made. One of the six articles 
reported here was written almost 40 years ago. Four of the remaining 
five articles seem to be primarily addressing classroom needs. Each 
of the studies used a survey. Much more research is required to 
determine the importance of writing, how and when writing is used 
to operationaIize the management functions, and how it varies within 
the organization. 
RESEARCH ON THE 
MANAGERIAL WRITING PROCESS 
The managerial writing process is analyzed from three perspec-
tives: (a) what constitutes the process, (b) what skills are needed to 
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enhance the process, and (c) how writing apprehension may impede 
the process. 
What Constitutes the Process? 
Employees devote a substantial effort to each of these three stages 
of the composing process: planning, drafting, and revising (Anderson). 
But limited information about the specific writing process of manag-
ers is available. A study that focused on managers asked 165 top-level 
and middle-level managers in several governmental agencies and 
private think tanks to indicate the order in which they perform eight 
tasks associated with prewriting (Aldrich). These tasks included such 
things as defining purpose and researching the subject. Overall, the 
respondents had no single, preferred order; from respondent to re-
spondent, the order differed considerably. 
The writing process is complicated by collaboration. Although 
Faigley and Miller did not specifically identify the extent to which 
managers collaborate, only 27% of the respondents from six different 
job categories reported that they never collaborate. The average per-
centage of their writing that is collaborative is 25%. Doheny-Farina 
studied collaborative writing in an emerging organization. The un-
derlying implication of this ethnographic study was that collabora-
tion among managers was common in the strategic development 
process. 
Forman recently edited nine essays on collaborative writing that 
provide new insights but are consistent with related literature (New 
Visions). Although implications about managerial writing could be 
drawn from several of these essays, none of the articles directly 
address managers as writers. 
Ede and Lunsford interviewed a manager regarding collaborative 
writing. This manager reported that throughout his 27 years of expe-
rience, he could find no disadvantages of collaborative writing, as he 
found the process both productive and satisfying. Although no formal 
methods for collaboration were established, he and his colleagues 
reported they were always looking for ways to improve the process. 
A form of collaboration is delegation. Flatley found that 18% of the 
managers in her survey delegate between 31% and 70% of their 
routine composition tasks, and another 18% delegate 71 % or more of 
their routine tasks. Further, 73% of the managers indicated they would 
delegate over 70% of their routine composition tasks if they had a 
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competent person to write this material once they explained its gen-
eral nature to the person. 
A case study of a research and development organization indicated 
that a large part of managers' writing activity involved collaboration 
and delegation (Paradis, Dobrin, and Miller qtd. in Anderson 51). 
According to the authors, supervisors were responsible for assigning 
most staff writing and for making sure that it got done. In addition, 
they were the main agents of document cycling, the editorial process 
by .whi~ they helped staff members restructure, focus, and clarify 
theIr wntten work. Nearly half the supervisors' writing-related job 
activities were devoted to this editorial procedure. Only about 5% of 
their job-related time was spent writing and editing their own docu-
ments. One supervisor noted that document cycling was his main 
means of establishing leverage over the timing and substance of his 
staf!'s labor. In other words, the writing process was seen as an oppor-
tUnIty to demonstrate leadership. 
Bogert used the participant-observation method to study the writ-
~g process wi~ a .sch~ol .district office. She developed seven key 
fmdmgs of which five mdlcated the influence of collaboration and 
delegation. 
No direct evidence exists on how managers use their time in the 
writing process; however, some interesting implications emerge from 
the related research. Keeping in mind that Mintzberg and others find 
~at th~ manager's job is fragmented with many interruptions, it is 
mteresting to note that Paradis, Dobrin, and Miller found that 75% of 
the workers in their survey believed writing in total seclusion was the 
most effective (qtd. in Anderson 38). But managers are probably sel-
dom able to work in total seclusion; consequently, they may develop 
other strategies for their writing. 
What Skills Are Needed? 
What skills do managers believe are important for effective writ-
~g? A.study by An~t is consistent with what is generally espoused 
m busm~ss commUnIcation textbooks. In a survey of managers in 15 
companies, he found these skills had high value: use of individual 
style, the. ~bility t~ avoid using pat or trite phrases, and the ability to 
adapt wnting to fit the educational level, attitude, or point of view of 
the different persons who will read it. 
Also important to managers are the skills used to write various 
specific forms of communication. But there is no agreement among 
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the studies on the types or forms of communication. In Stine .md 
Skarzenski's survey, 83 executives in Iowa ranked the importance of 
the forms this way: memos, reports, letters. And in Swenson's sur-
vey of 45 business executives from Fortune 500 firms, the respon-
dents ranked the forms this way: memos, letters, reports. Mean-
while, in Andrews and Sigband's survey of managing partners in 38 
of the largest certified public accounting firms in the United States, 
the respondents ranked the forms this way: memos, reports, letters. 
These variances could be accounted for by organizational (contextual) 
differences. 
In a survey of 50 executives from manufacturing firms, Rainey 
distinguished between the skills needed to write routine communica-
tions and those required to write persuasive ones. The skills needed 
to write persuasive letters were rated highest of the seven items in his 
list, followed by the skills needed to write proposals submitted out-
side the company. 
Anderson contends that general writing skills may be perceived as 
more important than the skills required to write any of the specific 
forms of business communication. He notes that Stine and Skarzenki's 
list of skills included both kinds of skills. Business executives who 
responded ranked skills in clarity, conciseness, and organization ahead 
of those required to write letters or any of the other forms of business 
correspondence. On the other hand, the respondents rated letter-
writing skills higher than skills in grammar, spelling, and word 
choice. These findings are consistent with those of Golen and Inman: 
The bank supervisors they surveyed ranked the abilities to make a 
report readable and adapt it to the reader's needs as more important 
skills than grammar or punctuation. 
In their interviews with managers in 15 corporations, Brown and 
Herndl learned that bright, able professionals often resisted some 
style conventions believed to characterize effective professional writ-
ing. They argue that the stylistic and discourse features preferred by 
these writers must be as much a function of culture as skill in writing. 
The conclusion is that both resistance to change and organizational 
culture must be considered along with writing skills. 
Unfortunately, few generalizations can be made from this group of 
studies because we know so little about the organizations. Is it possi-
ble that necessary writing skills could vary among organizations? For 
instance, different skills may be required for writing in an extremely 
formal, bureaucratic organization such as the Pentagon than in a 
small, informal entrepreneurial start-up company. 
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Writing Apprehension 
Much has been written about writing apprehension as a trait 
relating to the communication process. Apprehension has been ana-
lyzed as a variable in writing of students, but less attention has been 
given to the writing apprehension of managers. However, two studies 
address this variable. 
Based on a sample of bartk managers, Penley et al. analyzed the 
relationship of apprehension to managerial performance. Through a 
factor analysis of the Daly/Miller Writing Apprehension test (Daly), 
they derived two factors: difficulty in writing and dislike of writing. 
Using multivariate analysis of variance, they found there was not a 
significant univariate effect for dislike of writing; however, a signifi-
cant effect for difficulty in writing resulted. Alexander, Penley, and 
Jernigan used the same sample to investigate writing apprehension 
and managers' sensitivity to the appropriateness of communication 
media. They hypothesized that writing apprehension would be neg-
ativelyassociated with the ability to make appropriate media choices; 
however, this hypothesis was not supported. 
These articles on martagerial writing processes do not address 
orgarrizational differences. Is it possible that organizational differ-
ences could have a greater impact on writing processes than job dif-
ferences? This question is addressed in the research questions pre-
sented later. 
RESEARCH ON 
MANAGERIAL WRITING OUTCOMES 
No research has directly investigated the relationship between 
managerial writing and managerial effectiveness. Several studies have 
investigated opinions about effectiveness; however, no measures of 
effectiveness have been used in research. In fact, only five studies have 
investigated any type of outcome from the managerial writing pro-
cess. One study looked at writing outcomes in relation to another 
managerial function by analyzing the relationship between the writ-
ing style and leadership style of 117 supervisors (Smeltzer). Style was 
defined and measured in terms of consideration and structure, There 
was no significant positive relationship for the dimension of consid-
eration. However, there were significant negative relationships for the 
dimension of structure. 
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The relative efficiency of two managerial writing styles was as-
sessed by Suchan and Colucci. A comp~on between wt;at the 
authors termed high-impact style and traditional bureaucratic style 
indicated that the high-impact style took less time to read, produced 
better message comprehension, and was less likely to need rereading. 
This study analyzed how managers reacted to a hypothe~~al sample 
of manager's writing, but it did not analyze manager's wnt~g p~r se; 
Hagge and Kostelnick analyzed the pros~ of acco~~g fmns 
suggestion letters to their clients. The auth0:S dId not specifIcally ~tate 
that these writers were managers, but project managers most likely 
either wrote or had a major editorial influence on the letters. The 
research showed that certain aspects of style opposed to that a~vo­
cated in traditional business classes-such as agent-deleted paSSIves, 
expletives, nominalizations-occurred an asto~sh~g numbe~ of 
times. Hagge and Kostelnick argue that these stigmatized locutions 
were written for a reason: in response to the complex demands of 
delicate interactive communication situations. 
In a similar vein, Priscilla Rogers analyzed the text of field sales 
managers to determine if they implemented the writing rules recom-
mended by the corporate manuals. She found that the managers used 
"choice-based" rather than "rule-based" styles (197). She ,used ~~se 
findings as a basis for her discussion of managers' on-the-Job wntmg 
outcomes. if 
In a study that looked at outcome preferences rather than spec IC 
outcomes, Leonard and Gilsdorf analyzed 45 written usage elements 
that are traditionally considered errors. They found that the most 
distracting errors were primarily sentence-structure errors, such as 
run-on sentences, fragments, danglers, and faulty parallel structure. 
In another study on outcome preferences, Barabas looked at how 
supervisors in a research and development department differentiated 
between good and poor report writers. She also looke~ at the type of 
information preferred by supervisors; however, she dId not analyze 
the actual writing of these supervisors. 
Only these few studies involving managers have looke,d ~t ~e 
outcomes of the writing process. And they analyzed such dissundar 
outcomes that no effective synthesis or comparisons can be, made. One 
reason more outcome research has not been cond~cted IS probablr 
because it is difficult to define and measure effectiveness and e~fi­
eiency. In addition, these definitions should be directly related to Job 
outcomes. For instance, Priscilla Rogers's study coul~ have"furt~er 
added to the literature by comparing the relationships of chOiCe-
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based" and "rule-based" styles to job performance. But performance 
outcome data and organizational definitions of effectiveness were 
probably not available. 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
The paucity of research on written managerial communication is 
rather disappointing. The literature indicates that managers generally 
participate in some type of writing on a daily basis, but not much more 
can definitely be said about this aspect of managerial behavior. For 
some reason, management scholars have ignored this research do-
main. Apparently managerial writing is of little interest to scholars 
because with just a slightly different focus or reporting of the findings, 
much more could have been learned about written managerial com-
munication. The interest has not been great enough even to have 
described specifically the subjects or samples. For instance, Faigley 
and Miller conducted a survey of 200 employees to learn more about 
~n-the-job writing. The researchers reported that 27% of the popula-
tIon were managers and administrators; however, few of the reported 
results either looked at managers separately or compared the manag-
ers to the other groups that made up the sample. Also, Pomerenke 
investigated the writing process of 17 employees in an insurance 
agency. It may be assumed that some of these writers had managerial 
responsibility, but this job function was not addressed in the article. 
The same situation exists in an article by Cross in which he analyzed 
the collaborative writing of an annual report executive letter. 
Another example is provided by Gould. He found that on the 
average, two-thirds of total writing time is spent planning, 13% is 
spent reviewing, and only 20% of the time is spent producing the 
letter. But again, the nature of the sample is not clearly identified. Ede 
and Lunsford report a study in which the seven different professions 
were surveyed, and the percentage response to each question for each 
group is reported. Nonparametric statistical comparisons would have 
been possible, but little is known, such as the sample size, for each 
profession. 
The prevalence of such general sample descriptions is, unfortu-
nately, understandable. Most of the research is interested in what is 
termed nonacademic writing. Blue-collar occupations spend less than 
4% of their time writing, and professional and technical occupations 
employ over half of the college-trained people in the United States; 
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consequently, the research focuses on the generic sample of profes-
sional and technical employees. We strongly recommend that future 
researchers of nonacademic writing more comprehensively describe 
their samples. 
But even if the samples were more descriptively reported, much 
more research must be completed before a comprehensive body of 
knowledge about managers' written communication can be devel-
oped. The following six general research questions are intended only 
as general questions to stimulate more specific research questions and 
hypotheses from other researchers. 
The initial argument presented in this article is that managers write 
in a unique context, and writing is a social, interactive process. During 
the 19705 and 1980s a stream of research on writing in nonacademic 
settings has emerged; however, this research does not usually address 
the managerial context. Much insightful research has been reported 
that could have possibly provided valuable insights on managerial 
writing; however, we do not have a clear notion of the generalizability 
of this research. Also, more research that compares samples and 
investigates the social interactive perspective would be valuable. This 
leads to the first major research question. 
Research question 1: To what extent do managers differ from other profes-
sionals in their writing processes and outcomes? 
This research question leads to a number of related questions 
involving each of the three categories discussed earlier: context, pro-
cess, and outcome. For instance, due to the fragmented nature of their 
job, do managers spend more or less time reviewing and planning 
written documents than do other professional and technical employ-
ees? This first question is rather general but does not consider contex-
tual differences other than the job itself. The next question is also 
rather general but emerges from the organizational context and is 
based on the notion of the organization interacting with the writing 
process. 
Research question 2: To what extent do organizational differences affect 
managerial writing processes and outcomes? 
As Doheny-Farina notes, research has uncovered some valuable 
information about the relationship between writing and organiza-
tional contexts. In particular, research has begun to discover (a) how 
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S<><:i~ ~d organizational contexts influence writing and (b) how 
wntmg mfluences the organization. This line of thinking is consistent 
with the literature that states that the external environment and 
internal structure of an organization affect information processing 
(Huber and Daft; Daft). Also, in a previous study, we have 
found that communication patterns differ as a function of organiza-
tional differences. 
Research on writing cited earlier further supports the value of this 
question. For instance, differences between the Stine and Skarzenski 
s.tudy ru:d the Andrews and Sigband study could be due to organiza-
honal differences. Also, Brown and Herndl imply that organizational 
cultural differences could have a major impact. In short, the first two 
questions ask the extent to which job and organizational discourse 
communities affect managerial writing. 
Research question 3: What are the purposes of managerial writing as a 
function of organizational and individual differences? 
The purpose of managerial writing has not been directly addressed 
in the research literature. Northey states that the managers in the 
~ccounting firms she investigated seem to view writing as informa-
bon transfer; they do not attempt to sell services when writing letters 
to clients. Doheny-Farina states that managers attempt to influence 
during the writing process, and Paradis, Dobrin, and Miller indicate 
that supervisors attempt to gain leverage by working on the writing 
process with subordinates. It would seem that the purpose of a memo 
or re~ort co~ld be placed on a continuum with persuading on one end 
and informmg on the other. The purpose could be strictly one of these 
two purposes or a combination of each. However, it can be argued 
that if management and writing scholars were to know more about 
writing purposes, they would be better able to understand how 
:nanag~rial writing is influenced by the organization and how writing 
m tum influences the organization. 
Research question 4: Is a particular managerial writing process related to 
managerial effectiveness? 
The concept of writing process is complex. One can find a multi-
tude of definitions. Consider, for example, that in one of the most 
e:maustive treatments of this issue, as many as 72 definitions were 
CIted (Leonard). But as indicated in the literature review, little is 
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known about the managerial writing process. Flower and Hayes have 
criticized linear models of the composing process by stressing its 
recursive quality and its complexity. They state that good writers are 
directed by complicated hierarchical sets of goals and plans. Couture 
implies that processes may differ among different types of writers. But 
no attempt has been made to find a II good" writing process that fits 
the hierarchical and political nature of the managerial job. 
The metanalysis also indicates that little can be said about writing 
processes in relationship to effectiveness. Couture states that admin-
istrative prose reflects the pragmatic functions of business organiza-
tions. If the same can be said for management prose, scholars and 
managers should know what writing process is pragmatic, or effec-
tive and efficient. This is presently not the case. 
Research question 5: To what extent are the traditional textbook prescrip-
tions appropriate for managerial writing? 
Only a few studies on managerial writing outcome have been 
completed. Furthermore, no studies have looked at the relationship 
between writing processes of managers and the outcomes. As a result, 
the prescriptions found in textbooks could be seriously questioned. 
Because of our lack of knowledge about managers' discourse com-
munities, their writing processes, and outcomes, textbooks may be 
providing incorrect prescriptions (Hagge and Kostelnick). Valuable 
information about discourse communities and procedures for stud-
ying these communities have been written (Odell, Goswami, and 
Herrington), but managerial writing prescriptions have not been 
addressed. Textbooks are the discipline's major vehicle for dissemi-
nating the body of knowledge; consequently, it is critical these books 
reflect valid research-based knowledge. 
Although this question may seem highly related to question 4, we 
believe textbooks deserve special attention. Our belief is that special-
ized studies should investigate the current prescriptions and their 
effectiveness for managers. 
Research question 6: What skills are the most important for managers to 
become effective writers? 
Earlier it was noted that the two most obvious outcome variables 
were effectiveness and efficiency. However, the literature cited in this 
analysis indicates that we know little about what skills result in either 
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manage~ial effectiv~ess or efficiency. It may be assumed that many 
of the skills that are unportant for other writers are important also for 
managers, however, the question of context remains. The managerial 
context may require a somewhat different set of skills for both effec-
tiveness and efficiency than other nonacademic writing. For instance, 
a manager may be required to write to more diverse political audi-
ences than other types of writers. Or it may be that managers must 
learn how to handle more distractions or interruptions than other 
writers. Also, the legal implications for managerial writing could 
differ from other types of writing. Currently, we do not know if, as a 
result of contextual differences, a somewhat different set of skills is 
needed for managerial writing. For instance, Faris implies that the 
effect of coherence on reader understanding may vary for managerial 
audiences. 
A review of these questions indicate they are highly related. Be-
cause of the social interactive perspective and the interrelationship 
between organization, job, and individual, it is difficult to isolate 
questions. No doubt multivariate research will be required to answer 
these potential questions. 
RESEARCH CHALLENGE 
Answer~ to these research questions will not come easy. Twenty-
t~e studles a~ reported here that directly analyze managers as 
wnters. Approxunately 70% of these studies involve written question-
naires. Managers' opinions are the favored dependent variable rather 
than direct measures of processes or outcomes. In one study, only one 
manager was the source of information. To fully understand the 
complex interactive management writing process, we will need to use 
more interviews, observations, and text analysis. 
But access to managers in organizations is not easy. Confidentiality, 
trust, and cooperation will always be a problem. First, researchers 
need t~ obtain the cooperation of the organization. Second, they need 
to obtam the support and confidence of the managers. These manag-
ers. need to feel comfortable with an outsider looking at their writing. 
Third, researchers need to understand the culture, or context, in which 
the ~riting takes place. In other words, ethnographic research may be 
requIre? to answer many questions. This leads to the fourth require-
ment: tune. The research needed to advance our understanding of 
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managerial writing will require much more time involvement than 
many typical questionnaires. 
This research will be a challenge. As Stratman and Duffy state, we 
do not know what the rejection rate for writing researchers soliciting 
organizations as research sites may be. Any of us who have attempted 
and failed add to the rejection rate. But until we continue the effort 
and face the potential frustration of rejection, our knowledge of 
managers as writers will remain severely limited. 
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